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ABSTRACT
This study of population growth in the Northern Neck of Virginia 
is part of the ongoing study of the Chesapeake Bay region that compliments 
the study of the New England towns. It is also an exercise in local 
population history— an effort to determine what types of evidence are 
available on the local level, how they can be assessed, and what conclu­
sions can be made.
Chapter I investigates the pattern of population growth in the 
Northern Neck. County tithable figures were collected and analyzed in 
relation to the regional growth rate and total population figures for 
the colonies of Virginia and Maryland. Each county, in fact, each fron­
tier society, went through the same pattern of growth as it matured: 
it enjoyed rapid initial growth rates and slowed to a steady 1.5 to 2 
per cent. Short-run fluctuations in the pattern reflected the dependence 
of the Chesapeake growth rate on the fluctuations in the tobacco economy. 
With the transition from an immigrant to a native-born society, peaks 
and troughs in the tobacco economy had noticeably less impact on the 
pattern of population growth.
Chapter II examines the components of growth in the Chesapeake 
and their relationship to the pattern of aggregate growth. In the seven­
teenth century, immigration was the primary source of growth because 
high mortality, high morbidity, sexual imbalance, and late age at mar­
riage worked to prevent natural increase. Evidence from other Chesa­
peake studies, supplemented by limited measures taken from reconstitu­
tion of St. Paul’s Parish, Stafford County, showed that by the late 
seventeenth century a native-born population was emerging and the Chesa­
peake was behaving demographically like New England.
In conclusion: the pattern of growth in each Northern Neck
county, in the black and white sections of the population, in the colonies 
of Virginia and Maryland, and by extension, in all frontier societies, 
looks very much the same regardless of the peculiar demographic charac­
teristics of the base population. Perhaps a homeostatic mechanism, the 
precise nature of which remains unclear, regulates growth in frontier 
societies: populations with vital rates and immigration patterns as
different as those of New England and the Chesapeake follow a similar 
pattern in aggregate.
v
CHAPTER I
THE PATTERN OF GROWTH
Over the last decade American historians have become increasingly
interested in population problems. At first, following the examples of
Philip J. Greven, Jr., Kenneth A. Lockridge, and John Demos, colonial
1
historians concentrated on a few well-documented New England towns.
More recently, colonialists have begun to examine other regions of early
America, an effort which, despite the frequent frustrations imposed by
fragmentary evidence, provides a broader context for the New England
findings, raises new questions, and helps to build a deepened under-
2
standing of our colonial past.
i
See Philip J. Greven, Jr., Four Generations: Population, Land
and Family in Colonial Andover, Massachusetts (Ithaca, N .Y. , 19?0);
Kenneth A. Lockridge, A New England Town; The First One Hundred Years; 
Dedham, Massachusetts, I636-I736 (New York, 1970); and John Demos, A Little 
Commonwealth: Family Life in Plymouth Colony (New York, 1970). See also
Susan L. Norton, "Population Growth in Colonial America: A Study of 
Ipswich, Massacusetts," Population Studies, XXV (l97l)»and Daniel Scott 
Smith, "The Demographic History of Colonial New England," Journal of 
Economic History, XXXII (1972).
2See essays delivered at the 32nd Conference in Early American 
History, Nov. 197^ by Lois Green Carr and Russell R. Menard, Darrett B 
and Anita H. Rutman, and Lorena S. Walsh. Also helpful are Lorena S.
Walsh and Russell R. Menard, "Death in the Chesapeake: Two Life Tables
for Men in Early Colonial Maryland," Maryland Historical Magazine, LXIX 
(I97^)i 211-227; Michael James Kelly, "Family Reconstitution of Stepney 
Parish, Somerset County, Maryland" (M.A. thesis, University of Maryland, 
1 9 7 0 )1 and Russell R. Menard1s work on Somerset County, especially "The 
Demography of Somerset County, Maryland: A Preliminary Report," Paper 
presented at the Stony Brook Conference on Social History, June 1975 an<3- 
"Economy and Society in Early Colonial Maryland" (Ph.D. diss., University 
of Iowa, 1975)* See also Michael L. Nicholls, "Origins of the Virginia 
Southside, 1703-1753'. A Social and Economic Study* (Ph.D. diss. , College 
of William and Mary, 1972).
This inquiry into population growth on the Northern Neck of 
Virginia contributes to the ongoing study of the Chesapeake Bay region. 
Existing Chesapeake studies will provide a constant source of reference, 
suggesting methods of analysis and points of comparison. But this study 
is also an exercise in local population history, an effort to determine 
what types of evidence are available, how that evidence can be assessed, 
and what conclusions can be made within its limitations.
In the Chesapeake, settlement and growth first followed the
navigable rivers. The rivers and the bay divided Virginia into five
natural regions— the Southside of the James and the four peninsulas:
the Eastern Shore, the area between the James and the York, the area
between the York and the Rappahannock, and the Northern Neck between the
3
Rappahannock and the Potomac. As settlement spread inland from the rivers 
and filled the tidewater area, more and more people moved above the fall 
line into the backcountry. Southside and the peninsulas remained units, 
extending westward through the piedmont and over the Blue Ridge Mountains, 
well beyond the boundaries originally set by the major rivers.
More than the fall line distinquished the tidewater from the 
backcountry. The tidewater was the center of the tobacco economy, and 
early dedication to that crop determined the pattern of settlement. 
Settlement began along the shorelines and spread back through the 
peninsulas as planters established their domains along the rivers where 
tobacco could be easily collected for pickup by oceangoing vessels. Later, 
planters would act as their own middlemen, collecting the crops of their 
neighbors and consigning them to a London agent. Fostering connections
3
One of the historians who noted this geographic pattern was 
Edmund S . Morgan in American Slavery, American Freedom; the Ordeal of 
Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975)» 395-^32.
^Arthur Pierce Middleton, Tobacco Coast, A Maritime History of 
the Chesapeake Bay in the Colonial Period (Newport News, Va., 1953)«
k
in England, these merchant-planters facilitated the quick collection of 
tobacco, negotiated good prices, and ensured a ready extension of credit?
Their plantations served as urban centers, providing whatever goods and
services were unavailable on smaller plantations. Until eighteenth- 
century market conditions forced diversification, there was little need 
for large towns in the Chesapeake, and few people were willing or able to
leave the plantations to work and dwell in them?
As planters and their servants and slaves filled the tidewater 
and as old tobacco lands were depleted, settlement spread westward into 
the backcountry, and new counties were formed. The establishment and 
growth of counties thus provides a guide to the spread of population 
through the tidewater and into the backcountry. Colonial officials 
established new counties as soon as there was sufficient population to 
justify a new administrative unit. To emphasize the development westward 
from tidewater, this study restricts itself to the Northern Neck east of 
of the Blue Ridge. Settlement beyond the mountains took on a different 
character, one less related to tobacco culture and to the expansion of 
tidewater populations.
Settlement in the Northern Neck officially began in 16^5 with 
the establishment of Northumberland County at the tip of the peninsula.
As settlement spread through the peninsula and westward toward the Blue 
Ridge, older counties divided and subdivided to make room for new ones.
Usually the older county retained its originial area of settlement and 
ceded part of its additional claims to form the new county (see Figures I-Vl).
-
vSee Aubrey C. Land, "Economic Base and Social Structure; The 
Northern Chesapeake in the Eighteenth Century," Journal of Economic History, 
XXV (1965)1 639'659 and "Economic Behavior in a Planting Society: The
Eighteenth Century Chesapeake," Journal of Southern History, XXXIII (1967), 
469-^85.  ^
Joseph A. Ernst and H. Roy Merrens, "'Camden's turrets pierce 
the skies!': The Urban Process in the Southern Colonies during the Eighteenth
Century," William and Mary Quarterly, Ser., XXX (1973)> 5^9-57^•
5This pattern was established as early as 1651 when Northumberland 
County split to accomodate Lancaster County to its south. Thereafter, Nor­
thumberland held claim to the backcountry in the northern section of the 
peninsula and ceded its claims to the southern sector to Lancaster County. 
Further divisions followed from the westard sectors of Northumberland 
County's claims to the north and Lancaster's to the south.
Lancaster County, which spanned the Rappahannock River, split 
in I656 to form Rappahannock County to its west and again in 1669 to form 
Middlesex County across the river. When Rappahannock County divided in 
1692, two new counties were formed: Richmond on the north side of the
Rappahannock and Essex on the south. No more counties spanned both sides 
of the river. The last county that grew out of the Lancaster side of 
the peninsula was King George, founded in 1721.
Northumberland split.in I65I to form Lancaster County to its 
south and again in 1653 "to form Westmoreland to its west. Westmoreland 
divided in l66^ f to create Stafford County as settlement spread up around 
the bend of the Potomac. Stafford County then divided as Prince William 
claimed land to its north and west in 1731. Prince William County then 
ceded land on its north to Fairfax County in 17^2 and on its south to 
Fauquier in 1759* Fairfax County contributed its western lands along the 
Potomac to Loudoun County in 1757* The ten counties formed by 1759 made 
up the Northern Neck until the mid-nineteenth century.
Economy and Society in the Colonial Chesapeake
Before preceding to a discussion of the growth of population, 
a brief description of the economy and society of the tobacco coast is 
necessary. Universal commitment to the tobacco crop created a close 
relationship between economy and society in the Chesapeake. Fluctuations
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6in European demand for tobacco determined the pace of expansion and
9
development in the region. When prices were high and the economy was 
expanding, planters invested in new lands and recruited laborers from
g
the British port towns. These immigrant laborers came to the Chesapeake
as indentured servants, with, in Governor Berkeley*s words, a "hope of
o
bettering their condition in a growing country.
During the seventeenth century, the Chesapeake region was a 
society of immigrants. The majority of the immigrants were males in 
their early twenties who could work the tobacco crop. Leaving their 
native environments, these immigrants ran substantial risks of death.
If they did not die during their initial year of seasoning, their sur­
vival rate was still low. Chances for a normal family life were limited 
by the shortage of women and by high mortality. Furthermore, the few 
women who did migrate often arrived under indentures, could not marry 
until their terms were completed, and so were usually well into their 
twenties before they began bearing children. Many of these children 
would die in infancy or see one or both of their parents die before 
they reached adulthood. As a consequence, a native-born white popu­
lation, adapted to the disease environment and capable of reproducing 
itself, did not arise until the last quarter of the seventeenth century. 
Before that time continued population growth depended upon high rates
of immigration^
-
Menard, "Economy and Society."
®Carr and Menard, "Immigration and Opportunity: Servants and
Freedmen in Early Colonial Maryland," Paper presented at the 32nd Conference 
in Early American History, Nov. 197^*
^Quoted in Thomas J. Wertenbaker, The Planters of Colonial Virginia 
(Princeton. N.J., 1928), 3*K
^Summarized j_n Russell R. Menard, "Immigrants and Their Increase: 
The Process of Population Growth in Early Colonial Maryland,” Revision of a 
paper presented to the Hall of Records' Conference on Maryland History,
June 197^.
7By the turn of the century the nature of immigration was 
changing. Tobacco prices had declined steadily during the seventeenth 
century. Planters were consolidating their holdings to cut costs and 
maintain profits. Newly freed servants lacked the capital to invest in 
a large plantation and were forced to stay on as tenant farmers, share­
croppers, and hired laborers or to migrate to more recently settled 
regions where they could establish themselves as independent farmers.
White servants began to choose to migrate to areas where their prospects 
would be better when their indentures were finished. Slave labor became 
more economical as the supply of indentured servants dried up and the
tobacco market contracted. Gradually slaves replaced servants as the
11principal source of bound labor.
There were other changes in the economy. Despite low demand 
and falling prices, seventeenth-century planters had been able to com­
pensate by reducing costs and accepting smaller profits. When the economy 
contracted, attempts were made to limit production, establish ports, and 
develop alternative staples. Plans to buy new land and purchase addi­
tional labor were dropped. However, as soon as tobacco prices dropped 
low enough for the Chesapeake leaf to become competitive with inferior 
grades, the economy would expand again until the next bust. The immobility 
of labor and the fixed expenses and debts of the planters made expansion
seem the most feasible solution in any seventeenth-century market, including
12the stagnating post-1680 market.
In the eighteenth century increased demand stimulated higher 
prices and initially compensated for rising costs and risky shipping 
conditions. As conditions in wartime Europe spread to the colonies, their
H
See Menard, "Economy and Society," Chap.6 and Carr and Menard, 
"Immigration and Opportunity."
l^Menard, ’’Economy and Society," Chap.6.
813dependence on the British economy became more apparent. With the growth 
of the Scottish factorial system in the 1740s, developing colonial towns 
and commercial institutions in some regions of Virginia came under Scot­
tish control, inhibiting the growth of a native-born merchantry. The 
Scots were able to reduce costs still further, to entice planters away 
from English merchants, and to offer more extensive credit because they 
had shorter sailing times, safer routes, a more effective commercial 
intelligence network, and centralized collection. The establishment of 
the first effective inspection system in 1730 spurred the development of 
of towns, facilitated collection, and guaranteed quality.
The simultaneous development of the French tobacco monopoly 
stimulated the Scottish expansion. The French, commissioned to buy huge 
quantities of tobacco at one time, found it more convenient to deal with 
one supplier who could guarantee large, quality shipments than to collect 
small consignments of varying quality from individual dealers. To ensure 
the supply of leaf, the Scots extended credit, and the planters continued 
to cultivate tobacco as older soils deteriorated and new lines of culti- 
vation extended farther back from the tidewater.
After strong growth between 1745 and 17&0, the British economy 
began to contract. Britain legislated to restrict consumption of tobacco, 
and London merchants stopped extending credit and began calling in debts. 
Only short crops and speculative spurts maintained prices and concealed the
monopolistic hold the French Farmers-General was gaining in the tobacco 
—
-'John Mickle Hemphill, III, "Virginia and the English Commer­
cial System. 1689-1733" (Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 1964).
l^Jacob M. Price, "The Rise of Glasgow in the Chesapeake Tobacco
Trade, 1707-1775," WMQ. 3d Ser., XI (195*0, 179-199.
9market. Sharp increases in grain and corn prices due to British shortages
and increased demand in southern Europe helped encourage diversification
and maintain incomes in the Chesapeake. The development of intercolonial
commerce and the prospect of expansion into western lands provided other
extra-imperial alternatives to hard-hit colonials. The involvement of
local ports like Alexandria and Georgetown in the grain trade helped
15sustain growth in the Northern Neck.
Because tobacco was universally accepted as the staple crop of 
the Chesapeake, historians have postulated that the tobacco economy was a 
central regulator of the lives of tidewater residents. Expansion and 
contraction in the Chesapeake followed expansion and contraction in the 
British and European tobacco markets. In a boom, planters purchased new 
lands and la/borers to work them, the colony grew in numbers and expanded 
westward. In a bust, the planters retrenched and tried to diversify while 
they waited for their tobacco to become competitive on the market.
Population Study in the Chesapeake
The student of population growth in the Chesapeake faces in­
numerable problems. There are very few total population figures and 
almost no reliable estimates. The total population of Virginia can only 
—
>3ee Ernst and Merrens, "Urban Process in the Southern Colonies;" 
Jacob M. Price, France and the Chespeake;- A History of the French Tobacco 
Monopoly, l67^-1791t 2 vols. (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1973) and "Economic Function 
and the Frowth of American Port Towns in the Eighteenth Century," in 
Donald Fleming and Bernard Bailyn, eds., Perspectives in American History, 
VIII (I97^)i 123-186; Edward C. Papenfuse, In Pursuit of Profit; The Anna­
polis Merchants in the Era of the American Revolution, 1763-1805 (Baltimore, 
1975); and David Klingamen, "The Significance of Grain in the Development 
of the Tobacco Colonies," Journal of Economic History, XXIX (I969), 168-178.
10
16be fixed at three points in the colonial period: 1625, l6y+, and 1699.
For 16251 a list gives the name of every person in the colony, his location, 
and often his age and arrival date. In 163^ Governor John Harvey reported 
the total number of inhabitants in each county, and the 1699 list adds the 
number of taxables and nontaxables in each county. Despite deficiencies 
in these lists, they represent more accurate totals than those estimates 
colonial governors derived by multiplying from the taxable population.
In lieu of total population figures, the population historian 
must use counts of taxables to determine pre-census population. These 
figures define the segment of the population that was income-producing 
and therefore subject to taxation. Taxes were levied at every level of 
government to support public projects, but the most regular and useful 
taxes were the annual county levies. Before the county levy was laid, a 
list of taxables was submitted to the county court. The levy itself, 
usually with the total number of taxables, can be located easily in the 
county order books. The levy usually appears in the November court, 
but it can appear in the county court records anywhere between October 
and April. By collecting the total number of taxables in each county 
from the annual levy list and plotting them over time, it is possible 
to describe the pattern of growth in the Northern Neck and to identify 
local variations. In years where taxable figures for all of Virginia 
are available, growth in the Northern Neck can be compared to colonywide 
growth rates.
Occasionally it -is possible to supplement counts of taxables 
drawn from each county with figures from the parish levies. Parish figures 
include only a proportion of the taxables in a county, a proportion subject
Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom, 395~^32.
11
to change over time. In the only two counties where a comparison can be
19made, the parish growth rate parallels that of the county. (See Figure VII.)
Even though counts of taxables were taken annually, fairly com­
plete series survive only for a few counties: Northumberland, Lancaster,
Westmoreland after 1722, Richmond, and King George. There are other 
problems with collecting the figures. For some years the amount of the 
levy is given, but the number of taxables and the amount of tax payable per 
person is not so no figure can be derived. In years where the total amount 
is given and the individual tax can be divided into it, the resulting num­
ber of taxables sometimes seems high, especially for Lancaster County in 
1755 an(i 1775- (See Appendix A.)
In years when figures from county order books can be compared 
to figures from the records of the central government, there is often a 
difference in the number of taxables reported for each county. Assuming 
that the number of taxpayers is more likely to be underrepresented, the 
higher figure has been used whenever a difference occurred. Usually the 
central government figures are lower, sometimes considerably so, perhaps 
because the colony based its levy on outdated population figures, or because 
more people were exempted from colonywide taxes, or because the colonial 
system was less systematically enforced than that of the county.
The accuracy of the county lists was maintained by legislation 
and by local pressure. The levy was divided equally among the total num­
ber of taxable persons in the county, and it was to each citizen's advantage 
to have the list of taxables as full as possible. Beginning in 1646
Christ Church Parish in Lancaster County and Wicomico Parish in 
Northumberland County have vestry books containing taxables figures for parts 
of the 18th C. The only other extant vestry book for the period is for 
Dettingen Parish, Prince William County, and these figures are too sparse 
for comparison.
FIGURE VII: COMPARISON OF COUNTY AMD PARISH TITHABLES
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12
the Burgesses received a yearly report of every county's taxable population 
from the justices of the peace who collected the figures from court-appointed 
listmakers.
A 1657-58 statute required every household head to return a list 
of the taxable persons in his household during the month of June. When it 
became clear that householders often altered the lists to minimize their 
tax, their lists were supplemented by the local sheriff or constable. 
Fraudulence continued, so the counties were divided into precincts, each 
with a commissioner whose list of tithables was compared to those sub­
mitted by the householders. The combined lists were then submitted by 
the county clerks to the clerk of the General Assembly in time for the 
September session. Penalty for concealing a taxable increased from twice 
the tax in 1646 to treble that amount in 1662. By the end of the century, 
the penalty for concealing a tithable slave was confiscation of the slave.
To prevent future concealment, after 1672 masters were required
to submit a sworn statement of the ages of their Negro, mulatto, and Indian
children with their taxable lists. They were also required to register such
children in the parish within twelve months of their birth or pay a full
taxable rate for them. After 1680, owners of young black slaves had to
report their ages within three months of their arrival in the colony.
Children imported as servants had to have their ages recorded at the
18county court or be accounted taxable. Justices for each precinct in the 
county collected the lists and posted them on the courthouse door so that 
concealed tithables could be uncovered. If a householder failed to leave 
a list, he was fined 1000 pounds of tobacco per taxable. These procedures
lopor a discussion of the definition of taxables during the 17th 
century, see Philip Alexander Bruce* Institutional History of Virginia in 
the Seventeenth Century, II (New York, 1910), 548-555-
13
19were codified in the 1705 "Act concerning Tithables."
In the definitive 1748 "Act Concerning Tithables" any child 
imported as a servant or slave had to be registered at the court by his 
master, and any free male child had to be registered by his parents.
Despite these precautions, fraud and evasion continued. In 1727 
taxable persons moving from parish to parish were required to carry a cer­
tificate proving that they had paid their levy in the preceding year. 
Penalty for entertaining, hiring, or employing a taxable without such
certification was 200 pounds of tobacco, payable to the informer. The
20taxable himself was liable to penalties as a concealer.
By the beginning of the eighteenth century, plantation owners
were apparently cooperating in a sophisticated tax-evasion scheme. They 
would move taxables from a plantation in one parish or county to a plan­
tation in a parish with a lower tax base. They would then inform against 
each other, thus collecting the fines and preventing any outside authority 
from prosecuting them. To prevent the practice, a 1738 statute cut the
rewards by dividing the fine between the informer and the parish church-
21 warden.
Procedures for collecting the taxable lists remained unchanged
after 1705» "but the fines for concealment increased. A justice failing
to return a list was liable for 2000 pounds of tobacco, one half to the
informer, and a justice concealing a taxable was liable for 1000 pounds;
22a householder for 500 pounds.
_
William Waller Hening, comp., The Statutes at Large, being a 
Collection of all the Laws of Virginia, III (Philadelphia, 1823), 258-261. 
^OHening, Statutes at Large, IV, 208-209.
2*Ibid., V, 35-36.
22Ibid., VI, 40-44.
14
Another problem with using tithable figures as a guide to popu­
lation is that the legal definition of a taxable person changed over time.
The first poll tax was imposed in 1623 on every "planter” over eighteen.
The next tax included all males over sixteen. By 1657-58 the definition 
had become more complex. All white males imported under indenture were 
taxable regardless of age, and all imported slaves aged sixteen or over 
regardless of sex. Children whose parents were either native-born or 
Christian or freemen settlers were not taxable until they reached sixteen.
In 1661-62 this definiton was readopted with the addition of Indian servants 
reaching the age of sixteen. A 1662 act made all white female fieldworkers 
tithables and gave the county courts the authority to decide whether a 
woman, however employed by her master, should be taxed.
After 1680, slaves did not become tithable until age twelve. 
Imported white servants did not become taxable until age fourteen, and 
Indian women (and probably also native-born black women) did not become
tithable until sixteen. Servants imported but unsold when the lists were
23
made in June were not counted taxable for that year.
In 1705 the definition and collection procedure was codified 
under an "Act concerning Tithables." All males over sixteen and all unfree 
Negro, mulatto, and Indian women over sixteen except those excused by the 
county court or the vestry for charitable reasons were taxable. Only the
2
governor and his family and the person of any benefiosd minister was exempted.
A 1723 act included provisions for making taxable all free male 
or female Negroes, mulattos, and Indians (except those tributary to the 
colony) over sixteen. In that year tobacco tenders were first distinguished
^Bruce, Institutional History, II, 548-555*
^Hening, Statutes at Large, III, 258-261.
15
in the list of taxables, and the names of all children between ten and
sixteen working the crop, although not subject to taxation, also had to be
submitted with the list of tithables. After 1727-28, only those between
25twelve and sixteen had to be listed.
In 1748 the 1705 act concerning tithables was replaced by a more 
definitive "Act Concerning Tithables." The definition established in 1705 
and extended in 1723 remained in effect. The exemptions were more extensive: 
the governor and his domestic servants; the president, masters, scholars, 
and servants of the College of William and Mary; the person of any bene- 
ficed minister; the person of any constable in office; and all non-
26freeholding mariners.
Although the changing definition of the taxable population means
that the population figures are not always comparable, on the whole the
changes are not severe enough to alter the pattern of growth. The pattern
that emerges from the taxable figures is established by plotting the taxable
totals from each of the ten Northern Neck counties in the years where there
are figures for each county— 1653» 1674, 1682, 1699-1704, 1714, 1722-1724,
1726, 1729, 1748-1749, and 1755. As new counties were formed, their
*
taxable populations were added to the regional total, and a pattern of growth
for the Northern Neck was established. This regional pattern of rapid
initial growth gradually slowing to a steady rate of increase at roughly
2 per cent per year was repeated in turn by each of the county units.
Despite the fact that the counties were formed throughout the
seventeenth and eigthteenth centuries and each repeated the same pattern 
—
Ibid. , IV, 133 afid Waverly K. Winfree, comp., The Laws of Virginia: 
Being a Supplement to Hening's The Statutes at Large (Richmond,Va.,1971)»
251, 302.
^^Hening, Statutes at Large, VI, 40-44.
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of growth at formation, the rapid initial growth rates of new counties did 
not substantially alter the regional rate of growth. When the regional rate 
levelled off to 2 per cent, it remained constant. Old counties stayed 
somewhat below 2 per cent and new counties grew above that rate without 
influencing it. Because the regional rate is the constant, the pattern of
growth in each county is compared to it. After the initial period of
quick growth when settlers flooded into a new county, growth slowed until 
it reached the steady annual increase of 2 per cent. At this point the 
county can be considered mature, that is, in conformity with the region.
These growth rates portray long-term trends in the size of the 
taxable population, and minimize short-run fluctuations in population 
size due to economic cycles, boundary changes, and population crises.
Growth in the Northern Neck was a continuous progress westward.
The old counties in the tidewater retained a large percentage of the taxa­
ble population in the region and set the pattern for growth throughout 
the colonial period, but the newer counties forming to the west took land
and population away from the older counties and shifted the center of
growth out of tidewater into the backcountry.
The sources of population growth also changed. With the rise of 
a native-born majority in the late seventeenth century, growth became 
independent of immigration. A steady regional growth rate was established 
as early as 1674 when slave importation may have counterbalanced outmigration 
to produce the 2 per cent annual increase typical of self-reproducing 
populations. New counties formed after 1674 enjoyed initial spurts of 
# growth far above the regional average, attesting to migration from the 
older counties whose growth rates were declining below the regional level.
The county tithable figures seldom start at the year the county
17
was officially formed. The initial gap in recordkeeping may signify a 
time lag between formation and migration into the area, or it may simply 
represent inadequate bureaucratic machinery or subsequent record loss. If 
the county already had a large population at its formation, growth in the 
initial years would be less dramatic and loss of the figures would be 
less significant. Otherwise, the missing records could reveal even more 
dramatic growth rates, followed by a slower, but still rapid rate after the 
first years.
Northumberland and Lancaster were the first two counties formed
in the Northern Neck. Their growth determined the regional growth rate
27of 6 per cent per year between 1653 a-ad 167^. This rate, taken between 
two endpoints, represents net growth in the region in that intervening time 
span. In fact, growth was more dramatic than that 6 per cent rate reveals.
Northumberland actually grew at close to i5 per cent annually between 1652
and 1678. Because this growth occurred in spurts between losses due to 
partition and depression, the average for the time period is lower. After 
1680, the boom was over. The annual rate of growth declined to 2 per cent 
and remained steady at that regional average until it declined still further,’ 
below the average, to 1 per cent, between 1725 and 1770. The Wicomico Parish 
taxable figures available from 170^ to 1785 represented less than half the 
county's taxable population but showed the same declining rate of growth.
(See Appendix B and Figure VII.) Counties far to the west of Northumberland 
were sustaining the 2 per cent annual increase for the region. By the middle 
of the eighteenth century the older counties were barely able to maintain 
their own populations.
27
All rates of growth have been calculated according to the compound 
interest formula: Pg _ , \n P^=Population in year 1
Pi ' ' P2=Population in year 2
r=Rate of growth 
n=Years in the interval
18
Lancaster County, formed out of the lands of Northumberland in 
1651, closely paralleled her pattern of growth. Lancaster's tithable 
figures start in 16531 and their closeness to the formation date of the 
county probably account for the initially higher 23 per cent per annum 
rate of growth. This rate quickly fell off to a more comparable 14 per 
cent between 1657 and 1664. Loss of population in the formation of Middle­
sex County and the depression of the 1660s probably accounts for the 
relative brevity of Lancaster's 14 per cent growth rate. Like the region 
as a whole, however, Lancaster reached 2 per cent annual increase around 
1676 and held it until about 1726 when the rate slowed below the regional 
average to 1 per cent. Christ Church Parish taxables, extant for a number 
of the years after 1739» parallel the Lancaster County growth rate although 
parish boundary changes alter its percentage of the county's population. 
Like Northumberland, Lancaster County and Christ Church Parish maintained 
low growth rates down to the Revolution.
Westmoreland County was carved out of the west of Northumberland 
in 1653* It's tithable figures are only extant for seven years in the 
seventeenth century, but they suggest the same pattern established by 
Northumberland and Lancaster Counties: a sharp) initial increase following
the initial settlement; a lesser but still vigorous increase after the 
formation of a new county; a regional 2 per cent growth rate from the 
1670s to the 1720s, and a decline below the regional level through the 
mid-century. The similarity of the patterns in the oldest three counties 
is suggested in Figure VIII.
After the formation of Westmoreland, there was an eleven year 
interval during which no new counties were established before the creation 
of Stafford County in 1664. Stafford's extant tithable figures describe a
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different pattern of growth. However, analysis is highly tentative. There 
are no figures until 167^, and only three figures for the seventeenth cen­
tury. These suggest that Stafford was growing initially at the regional 
rate of 2 per cent and not above it. Certainly more figures might show 
great spurts of growth in those first years, but if settlers had moved into 
the area before the county was officially formed, the growth rate after 
formation could have been 2 per cent. The eighteenth-century figures, 
almost as sparse, indicate ^.5 percent annual growth between 171^ and 1729 
and an annual rate well below the regional average after that.
Rappahannock County, formed in 1656, spanned the river it was 
named for. Because it had been divided into Essex and Richmond Counties 
by 1692, the sparse figures are even more inadequate for use in predicting 
a pattern of growth.
Richmond County was the last county to be founded totally below 
the fall line. Its first population figures do not appear until the turn 
of the century boom and are therefore artificially high. Between 1702 and 
17091 the rate slowed from 11 to 4 per cent per year, still above the 
regional average but much below the initial growth rates In the original
counties. Richmond, like Stafford, had been formed out of part of the
\
early tidewater counties and probably had some of their population at its 
formation. Although the county recovered from partition in 1721 with a 
short spurt of growth, Richmond was growing at the regional rate of 2 per 
cent after 1732 and below it after mid-century.
King George County was the first county to straddle the fall line. 
Like the other counties formed since the original three mid-century 
counties, King George's initial rate of growth attested to the prior 
existence of settlers in the area. A rate of 5*^ per cent from 1721 to
20
1730 quickly levelled off to the regional rate of 2 per cent, and fell 
below it around mid-century.
Stafford, Richmond, and King George Counties all reached maturity 
faster and with less evidence of dramatic growth than the three counties 
founded between 1645 and 1653* (See Figure IX.) The next set of counties, 
those formed between 1731 and 1757, did not decline to the steady annual 
regional average of 2 per cent during the colonial period, and certainly 
did not fall below it. Furthermore, their initial growth rates are closer 
to those of Northumberland, Lancaster, and Westmoreland— higher over a 
longer period of time than those counties formed in between. Something 
was encouraging expansion into the backcountry or counties were being 
formed before large numbers of settlers filled them. The center of growth, 
always shifting westward as each new county in turn grew faster than the 
region as a whole, remained in the backcountry after 1731*
Taxable figures for Dettingen Parish, Prince William County, 
are extant for the years between 1745 and 1802. Because the Wicomico and 
Christ Church Parish figures so closely paralleled the growth rate in 
their county's taxable population, it seems safe to assume that the growth 
rate derived from the Dettingen Parish figures can be used as a substitute 
for the Prince William growth rate since the county figures are too poor 
to generate a separate rate. The parish figures begin in 1745, fourteen 
years after the founding of Prince William County, so little can be said 
definitively about the initial growth rate. There is no reason to believe, 
however, that growth was not vigorous and comparable to that of the other 
counties. Between 1745 and 1754 the rate had slowed to an annual rate of 
3*3 pe^ cent. After a period of decline and stagnation surrounding the 
Fauquier County partition in 1759, the parish experienced a slightly
FIGURE IX: TITHABLE POPULATION GROWTH IN
THREE INTERMEDIATE COUNTIES
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stronger rate of growth of 4.1 per cent down to the Revolution.
Fairfax County was founded in 1742. Like Loudoun and Fauquier, 
its cycle of growth was interrupted by the revolutionary war years. Up to 
that point, however, Fairfax grew vigorously. It grew at 13 per cent
annually between 1748 and 1750 > slowed to 7.6 per cent between 1751 and
1754, and maintained a steady 4 per cent rate thereafter. Loudoun County’s 
figures begin at its formation in 1757* Here the growth rate is steady at
7.5 Per cent until 1771 when it falls of to about 5*5* Fauquier County was
the last county founded in the burst of county formation and economic 
expansion in the mid-eighteenth century. Fauquier grew slowly at 3*7 per 
cent from 1759 to 1764, more rapidly at 8.8 per cent down to 1771» and 
fell off even below the regional level thereafter. The pattern in these 
three counties is shown in Figure X.
This discussion of population growth, with the center of expansion 
moving westward into the new counties, only makes sense before the Revolution. 
After that, the inter-county differences disappear, and a regional similarity 
asserts itself. The war seems to have had universally the same effect on 
all of the established Northern Neck counties: population grew very slowly
or stagnated during the 1770s and early 1780s and began to increase again 
in the mid-eighties.
To compensate for defining the pattern of population growth with 
figures representing only a percentage of the total population, a multiplier 
can be used to derive total population figures. The multiplier is obtained 
by taking the proportion of taxables in the total population in those years 
where both a total population figure and a taxable population figure for 
each county are available— 1625, 1639/40, 1699 > 1701, 1702. The ratio of 
taxables to total increased steadily as tithables became less inclusive.
FIGURE X: TITHABLE POPULATION GROWTH IN
THREE EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY COUNTIES
5.000
4.000
3.000
2.000
1,000__ _
/
* V
1750 
Fairfax County 
Loudoun County 
Fauquier County
1760 1770 1780 1790
Sources: Tithable figures from Fairfax, Loudoun, and Fauquier
County Order Books, Virginia State Library, Richmond.
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With declining mortality, a more equal sex ratio, and the growth of a native-
born population, more children and white women were left outside the defined
taxable population. Because the ratio increased steadily, total population
figures can be interpolated with some accuracy by using the multiplier
for those years in which there are taxable figures for the entire colony
but no total population figures— 1653> 1674, 1682, 1699-1704, 1714, 1722-
1724, 1726, 1729, 1748-1749, and 1755-
Edmund S. Morgan developed a multiplier for seventeenth-century
Virginia by computing the ratio of tithables to total population in 1625»
1640, and 1699. Observing that the gap between tithables and total popu-
28lation increased, Morgan assumed that it grew in equal annual increments.
Arthur E. Karinen's multiplier for Maryland is most reliable for 
the eighteenth century. Karinen had ratios from 1704, 1710, 1712, 1755, 
and 1790. He speculated that changes in the tithable definition after 
I676 had little effect on the ratio, so he extended the 1704 multiple 
backward to I.676 instead of increasing the 1675 multiple incrementally 
to 1704 as Morgan would have done. Because the definition of a tithable 
in Maryland before 1676 included all slaves aged 10 to 15 and male servants 
aged 10 to 15., groups exempt from taxation after I676, Karinen applied 
the slightly lower multiple of 2.4 for converting taxables to total popu­
lations during the earlier part of the seventeenth century. For the period
1712 to 1790, Karinen used a multiple of 3*0, since all the available
29evidence produced results close to that figure.
_______________
Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom, 395-^32.
^Arthur e . Karinen, "Maryland Population: 1631-1730: Numerical
and Distributional Aspects," Md.Hist.Mag. , LIV (1959)» 365-^ 0.7 •
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To estimate the total population figures of the Northern Neck, 
a combination of multipliers— shown in Table I— has been used. Morgan's 
multiplier, with incremental adjustments, has been used for the seven­
teenth century in the absence of total population figures for that 
region which could generate a separate multiple. Since the Northern 
Neck's tithable population grew like the tithable population of the colony 
as a whole, the Virginia multiplier should adequately reflect total 
population growth in the Northern Neck. Figure XI suggests the similarity 
of the growth curves in the region and the colony.
In the absence of total population figures for eighteenth-century 
Virginia, the Maryland multiplier has been used to calculate total popu­
lation figures for the Northern Neck between 1700 and 1755* Considering 
the similarity in the Virginia and Maryland growth curves in the seven­
teenth century, especially the closeness of the 1699 Virginia multiplier 
and the 1704 Maryland multiplier, it seems reasonable to use the Maryland 
figures to estimate total population growth in Virginia and the Northern 
Neck in the eighteenth century. To maintain some degree of continuity 
and to take account of the standardization of the tithable definition 
after 1?05, the eighteenth-century multipliers have been increased by 
equal annual increments. Table I shows the Northern Neck tithable figures 
and the estimated total population.
Despite the insufficiencies in the evidence and the caveats in 
its application, a great deal of useful information can be extrapolated 
from the results. In 1653 there were only 834 taxable persons in the 
Northern Neck, 11.5 cent of the taxables in the colony. By 1674 the 
region had five counties, 3p45 tithables, and 22.7 pe^ cent of the colony's 
total, taxable population. In the next fifty years the region tripled in 
population and maintained about the same percentage of the colony's
167^
1682
1699
1700
1701
1702
1703
170^
171^
1722
1723
172^
1726
1729
17^8
17^9
1755
TABLE I
POPULATION GROWTH IN THE NORTHERN NECK
Regional Probable Ratio Total Population
Tithables of Tithables to by Computation
Total Population
834 1.88 1,568
3,045 2.25 6,851
3,556 2.39 8,499
4,983 2.69 13,404
5,383 2.6955 14,510
5,174 2.701 13,975
5,595 2.7065 15,143
5,724 2.712 15,523
5,772 2.7175 15,685
6,706 2.7725 18,592
8,085 2.8165 22,771
8,653 2.822 24,419
9,385 2.8275 26,536
9,697 2.8385 27,525
10,692 2.855 30,526
15,510 2.9595 45,902
15,993 2.9655 47,427
18,272 3.0 54,816
Tithable figures from county court record books and Evarts B. Greene 
and Virginia D. Harrington, comps., American Population before the 
Federal Census of 1790 (New York, 1932). Seventeenth-century 
multiplier from Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Free­
dom (New York, 1975)» 395-^32. Eighteenth-century multiplier 
adjusted from Arthur E. Karinen, "Maryland Population: 1631-1730: 
Numerical and Distributional Aspects," Maryland Historical Maga- 
zine, LIV (1959), 367.
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tithables. Between 1725 and 1755 the Northern Neck grew to 18,000 persons
but the region's eight counties retained only about 18 per cent of Virginia's
tithable population as new counties were founded even further to the west.
Using the Morgan-Karinen multipliers, the relationship between
growth in the taxable and the total population can be seen. Between 1653
and 167^ the total population grew from 1,568 to 6,851, a fourfold increase
that was somewhat faster than the taxable growth rate. In the next fifty
years, the tithable population began to grow more slowly as the native-born
population increased and the tithable definition became less inclusive.
The total population was less than twice the tithable population in 1653>
close to 2.5 in thel680s, and growing slowly to about three times the
tithable population by 1755*
This paradigm of growth— rapid at first but decelerating to a
steady rate— was typical not only of-the Northern Neck but of all of
Virginia and Maryland as well. Virginia began to grow in 1625 and grew
rapidly at 13 per cent per year until 1640 when growth slowed to 6.7 per
cent. By 1662 Virginia had reached the annual growth rate of 2.7 per cent
that she would maintain down to 1790- Maryland was founded in the 1630s,
and her initial growth rate of 15 per cert a year exceded Virginia's.
This lag behind Virginia and this slightly faster rate of growth continued
as Maryland slowed to 7*7 per cent between I658 and I67I. Maryland also
decelerated over a longer period of time, slowing to 3*6 per cent annually
from I67I to 17^0 and down to 2.0 per cent until 1780 when it began to
30grow again at a faster pace of 2.7 per centf
«
This two-stage deceleration is also apparent in the Northern 
Neck. The 7*3 Per cent growth rate between 1653 an<3- 167^ is close to the
-^Eighteenth-century decadal estimates from U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1957
(Wa shington, D . C., 196 0).
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rates in Virginia and Maryland in that time period, but atypical of an
initial rate of growth. The figure disguises the initial increase and
a sharper levelling period that occurred within the time span in the
extant counties. Between 1664 and 1755 > the Northern Neck grew at about
the same rate as Virginia, 2.6 per cent. After 1755» it decelerated to
1.5 per cent. Part of the deceleration may represent a filling up of
the area. Like Maryland, the Northern Neck here defined lacked the
extensive backcountry that would allow growth to continue at a rapid rate.
The same basic pattern of growth that appears in the taxable
population as a whole and in the estimated total population, also appears
within the segments of the taxable population. As slavery replaced
indentured servitude as a form of labor, the slave population could be
expected to represent a larger percentage of the taxable population.
However, since only the 1755 taxable list and the reconstructed 1790
federal census give complete county-by-county breakdowns of the population
31by race, estimates of the slave population are difficult to makef When
black immigration was slower and more unsystematic in the seventeenth
century, figures are even harder to come by.
Tithable lists for Surry and Northampton Counties distinguished
between blacks and whites during parts of the second half of the century.
Edmund S. Morgan tried to devise a multiplier by using these lists,
estimating the percentage of non-tithable blacks, and extrapolating a
colonywide total. However, the proportions of blacks in these two counties
differed so greatly, and the non-tithable population proved so impossible
to calculate that his efforts were thwarted. Instead he preferred to 
— —
See Evarts B. Greene and Virginia D. Harrington, comps., 
American Population before the Federal Census of 1790 (New York, 1932),
150-151, 154-155.
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extrapolate from the 1704 Maryland figures assuming the breakdown by race
would be as similar as the overall ratio of the tithable to the total
32population had proved to be. By 1755, Maryland had a 30 per cent black
population and Virginia had 41 per cent, suggesting a divergence after 1704.
Blacks constituted 12.8 per cent of Maryland’s population in 1704.
If they represented the same proportion of Virginia's population, then the
black population would have been about 9,680. If 1,892 slaves were imported
between June 1699 and June 1704, then the 1699 black population would have
been about 7,800. This figure is considerably lower than the estimates in
Historical Statistics, but not far from the 6,000 suggested by Philip E. Bruce
and the "somewhat larger but not greatly in excess of six thousand" suggested
by Wesley F. Craven on the basis of 4,000 headrights granted to blacks,
33mostly in the last decade of the century.
Population breakdowns also exist in the letters written by the 
colonial governors in answers to queries by the Board of Trade, but the 
estimates are highly suspect?^ In 1670 Governor Berkeley estimated that
2,000 or 5 pei* cent of the population were black slaves, a figure which 
does not seem incompatible with the 1699 estimates of Morgan and others, 
but Governor Gooch's estimates for 1730 and 1749 are much more fallible.
Gooch reckoned that 30,000 of the $1,000 tithables in 1730 were 
black. To derive his total population figure of 114,000, he reasoned that 
white women and all children under sixteen would total three times the 
number of white taxables and added these 63»000 to the original 51>000?-^
^Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom, 395-^32- 
33For estimates of the black population, see Historical Statistics, 
756; Philip A. Bruce, Economic History of Virginia in the Seventeenth Cen- 
tury, II (New York, 1895)* 108; and Wesley F. Graven, White, Red, and Black 
(Charlottesville, Va., 1971), 103.
3^Cited in Greene and Harrington, American Population, 134-143. 
^•^Major Gooch to the Board of Trade,Answers to Queries, July 23, 
1730, CO 5: 1322.
Robert E. and B. Katherine Brown, apparently in an effort to correct
Gooch’s estimates, fixed the black population at 60,000 and the white
36
population at 84,000. This total population is much closer to the total
population figure derived by using the Morgan-Karinen multiplier.
Although the Browns do not explain their adjustment, they probably assumed
that one quarter of the white population was taxable and one half the
black, making the breakdown in each group 25 per cent adult males, 25
per cent adult females, and 50 per cent children under sixteen. This
proportion is an accurate reflection of a naturally increasing population,
but in i?30 the black population was just beginning natural increase and
was undoubtedly still characterized by a preponderance of adults, especially 
37adult males.
Gooch's 1749 estimates are clearly low when compared to the 
1755 figures of the Browns. He reported that 40,000 of the 85»000 
tithables were black, and that the total population was 135>000 or treble
00
the white taxable population. At 30 per cent of the total population, 
the black population had hardly grown from the 26 per cent Gooch esti­
mated in 1730. Using the Browns' figures of 60,000 in 1730 and 1191990
in 1775> a much larger numerical increase is revealed, but this conceals
an actual decline in the percentage of blacks in the total population 
from 42 per cent in 1730 to 41 per cent in 1755*
By 1730 the rate of growth in the black population seems to 
have levelled off from the heavy importations at the turn of the century.
Like the white population, the black population witnessed rapid initial 
—————— — — ——
Robert E. and B. Katherine Brown, Virginia, 1705-1786: Democracy
or Aristocracy? (East Lansing, Mich., 1964), 72.
37Russell R. Menard, "The Maryland Slave Population, I658 to 
1730: A Demographic Profile of Blacks in Four Counties," WMQ, 3^ Ser.,
XXXII (1975^, 29-54.
Gov.Gooch to the Board of Trade, Answers to Queries, 1749.
CO 5: 1327.
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increase and slowed gradually to a maintenance level. From 2,000 blacks 
in 16?0, the population grew to between 6,000 and 7>800 in 1699 to 60,000 
in 1730, 120,000 in 1755 to 200,000 in 1774, and reached 292,600 in 1790. 
Slaves comprised an estimated 5 P®*1 cent of the population in l6?0, 12.8 
per cent in 1699, 42 per cent in 1730 and decreased slowly to 41 per cent 
in 1755, 40 per cent in 1774, and 39 per cent in 1?90?^ In the Northern 
Neck the percentages remained slightly higher at 43 per cent in 1755 and
42.5 per cent in 1790. These figures suggest that although major changes 
were occurring in both the black and the white populations as immigration 
declined and natural increase began to sustain the growth rate, these 
changes supported one another and the basic rate of growth remained low 
and steady.
The same basic pattern of long-term growth that appears in the
black population, in the tithable population, and in the total population
in the Chesapeake appears in other newly-settled regions as they move
from the frontier stage to maturity. The state of Kentucky, admitted to
the Union in 1792, grew rapidly at 11.6 per cent to 1800, slowed to 6.3
per cent by 1810 and 3*3 Per cent by 1820. After 1820, Kentucky grew
steadily at 1.5 to 2 per cent until 1900 when its growth rate fell below
the 1 per cent level. Federal census figures for the state of Texas reveal
that it, too, followed the same pattern at an even later period. Admitted
to statehood in 1845, Texas was still growing at 11 per cent between I85O
and I860. Except for a boom of 6.9 per cent in the seventies, the growth
rate dropped down to 3-3 per cent between I860 and 1900 and between the
401.5 and 2 per cent level thereafter.
39
Estimates of the black population from Brown and Brown, Virginia, 
Chap.3; Craven, White, Red, and Black, Part 3; and Greene and Harrington, 
American Population.
40pOpUiation figures for Kentucky and Texas from federal census 
figures in Historical Statistics, 12-13*
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Short-term fluctuations in the pattern of growth have a much more 
specific effect, causing radical but temporary changes in the population. 
Parish registers show that mortality crises can cause dramatic and extremely 
shortlived and localized fluctuations. After the seventeenth century, 
declining mortality and morbidity caused fewer of these crises to occur.
A radical drop in a county's population coordinated with a legislative 
enactment can denote a boundary change. Because this population loss 
inevitably becomes a population increase in the surrounding area, overall 
growth in the original area can still be calculated by adding together 
the populations of the old and the new counties in any given year.
Besides signaling mortality crises and boundary changes, peaks 
and troughs in the pattern of growth can indicate changes in the economy.
Peaks in tobacco prices in the late 1670s, the mid-l680s and at the turn 
of the century were reflected in spurts of population growth in the 
seventeenth-century counties with complete tithable runs, Northumberland 
and Lancaster. Because colony tax lists survive for those years, the turn 
of the century spurt is also evident in Westmoreland, Stafford, and Richmond 
Counties. Sharp population declines are apparent in the mid-l660s and the 
early to mid-l690s, coordinating roughly with the troughs in tobacco prices
h1
in 1665-1667 and about 1690.
After 1700, the intensity of the fluctuations decreased. Although
the population continued to experience occasional peaks, the growth rate
seldom declined sharply. Even new counties whose growth rates had not
yet levelled off to the 1.5 or 2 per cent level experienced steadier increases
than their seventeenth-century counterparts. The booms and busts of the
tobacco economy had maintained the level of population increase in the 
—
For dating of the tobacco cycle, see Menard, "Economy and 
Society," Chap.6.
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seventeenth century. By the beginning of the eighteenth century, the 
supply of labor had become independent of the economic cycle. The regional 
growth rate was being maintained by natural increase.
CHAPTER II
THE SOURCES OF GROWTH
What is the relationship between the pattern of aggregate popu­
lation growth and the structure of the population? How do changes in 
the demographic characteristics of the society affect the pattern of 
growth? Common sense would seem to indicate that changes in mortality, 
fertility, and marriage have a direct effect on the rate of growth a 
society experiences. The paradox is that the pattern of growth in fron­
tier societies appears to be homeostatic: despite regional variations
in migration, mortality, fertility, and marriage, the pattern of growth 
remains strikingly similar. This paradox can be easily demonstrated by 
a comparison of colonial New England and the Chesapeake.
Both societies experienced the same rapid initial growth rate 
that slowed gradually to a steady 2 per cent per year, but each had a 
different demographic profile. The typical New England immigrant arrived 
in a family unit. The sex ratio among the first colonists, although 
reflecting a moderate predominance of men among young adults, was nearly 
balanced, and the age structure approximated that of a more settled popu­
lation. Moreover, the environment in the northern colonies proved sur­
prisingly healthy, and New Englanders enjoyed long lives. In consequence, 
the New England population had little difficulty reproducing itself. The 
Chesapeake colonies stand in starj^  contrast to the Puritan settlements.
The immigration was overwhelmingly male and heavily concentrated in a 
narrow age range. Those few women who did migrate, furthermore, were
31
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usually indentured servants in their early twenties who were forced to 
wait four or five years while completing their terms before they could 
marry and begin families. In addition, Chesapeake immigrants were 
plagued by malaria, respiratory ailments,and other diseases that often 
cut their lives short. As a result, the initial settlers in the Chesa­
peake were unable to reproduce themselves. It was not until late in 
the seventeenth century with the gradual rise of a group of natives who 
married earlier and lived longer than their immigrant parents that the
society became capable of sustained growth without the benefit of con-
1
tinned immigration.
For most of the seventeenth century immigration was the primary 
source of population increase in the Chesapeake. The high initial rates of 
growth in Virginia and Maryland were well beyond the level possible by 
natural increase alone, indicating a fairly heavy supplement from out­
side sources. The structure of the population and the nature of immigration 
confirms this suggestion.
Historians have arrived at estimates of immigration during the 
seventeenth century by analyzing records generated by the Virginia and 
Maryland headright systems. These systems were designed to attract colonists 
by awarding grants of land for each immigrant. In the absence of complete 
lists,the records of the headright system provide the basis for a rough 
estimate of the volume of immigration. However, there are problems in 
using headrights to estimate immigration. As land grants were subsequent
^For a general comparison of New England and the Chesapeake see 
particularly the Massachusetts town studies of Philip J. Greven, Jr. and 
Kenneth A. Lockridge, the Somerset County, Maryland studies of Russell R. 
Menard, and the forthcoming Middlesex County, Virginia studies of Darrett B. 
and Anita H. Rutman.
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claims on headrights, there is no precise way of determining from a land
grant the exact year in which the person claimed arrived. Furthermore,
the system was subject to abuses, especially in Virginia. Speculation
in headrights, multiple claims for a single colonist, and the invention
of fictitious settlers place severe limits on the usefulness of land
2
records as a measure of immigration.
Despite these difficulties, historians have arrived at similar
conclusions about the level and character of immigration by using land
records. Wesley Frank Graven worked with the Virginia records, which
3
are much more incomplete and subject to abuse than those of Maryland.
He made no attempt to adjust for duplications or omissions in the head­
rights by comparing them to independent lists of immigrants, and he 
assumed that the total immigration did not exceed the total number of 
headrights patented, although he did warn that fraud could lead to over- 
estimation. Although Craven's annual immigration figures are suspect 
because of the way he dealt with the evidence, his general conclusions 
find support in the Maryland data.
Craven compared the total number of headrights granted by the 
Virginia land office before 1700 to estimates of total population in 
1700 to arrive at an index of population growth. He concluded that at
2
See Russell R. Menard, "Immigration to the Chesapeake Colonies 
in the Seventeenth Century: A Review Essay," Maryland Historical Magazine,
LXIX (1973)> 323-329 and Edmund S. Morgan, "Headrights and Head Counts," 
Virginia Magazine of History and Biography, LXXX (1972), 361-371*
^Wesley Frank Craven, White, Red, and Black; The Seventeenth- 
Century Virginian (Charlottesville,Va.,1971)•
^Menard, "Immigration Review," Md.Hist.Mag., LXIX (1973)» 323~ 
329* Morgan, in "Headrights," VMHB, LXXX (1972), 3°1-371j.uses headrights 
as an index of land speculation to avoid the pitfalls of deriving annual 
immigration figures by assigning arrival years to headrights claimed in 
subsequent years. Years when many land grants were taken up represent 
bursts of speculation and guides to the vitality of the economy rather 
than bursisof immigration in shortly previous years.
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best there were no more people in Virginia at the end of the century 
than had immigrated during its course. Craven's data suggest that 
Virginia's population was unable to reproduce itself fully during 
most of the seventeenth century.
Recent work in Maryland supports Craven's general conclusion 
that the Chesapeake population remained an immigrant population during 
much of the seventeenth century. In 1681 the total population of Mary­
land was about 19,000, more than 5,000 less than the minimum estimate of 
total immigration for the years 1634 to 1681. Because the Maryland 
figures have been tested against independently generated immigration 
lists to adjust for duplications and omissions and because the time lag 
between entry and land grant can be measured, the Maryland data actually 
represent a more accurate verification of Craven's hypotheses than his 
own evidence. The Maryland figures demonstrate that- the initial Chesa­
peake immigrant population was unable to sustain itself and that immi­
gration was the principal source of population growth during the seven- 
teenth century.
Analysis of headrights granted to blacks during the seventeenth 
century reveals that black immigration was increasing toward the end of 
the century as white immigration was decreasing.- More than half of the
4,000 headrights granted for blacks in the century were recorded in the 
last quarter, most of them in the final decade. By the end of the seven­
teenth century, demand for labor had increased in Britain, and fewer • 
whites were electing to immigrate to the colonies. Slavery became a more 
profitable alternative form of labor as planters sought to cut production
^Menard, "Immigration Review," Md.Hist.Mag., LXIX (1973), 323"329.
^Craven, White, Red, and Black, 17.
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costs and maintain profits in the depressed market. When Britain gained
a stronger hold on the African slave trade at the turn of the century,
the colonies proved to be a ready market. Between 1699 and 1708, 6,8^3
slaves were imported, more than during the entire seventeenth century.
n
By 1730 immigration was still high, and natural increase had begun.
In Maryland headrights were not granted for slaves, so they must 
be added to population estimates. In 1681 slaves made up 4- per cent of 
the total population. If the slave population enjoyed the same rate of 
natural increase as the white population, roughly 1,000 to 1,600 blacks 
came to Maryland between 163^ and 1681 when the headright system was in 
operation?
Even casual observers of the colonial Chesapeake have long been
aware of its unique characteristics. Contemporaries tended to emphasize
the rigors of the seasoning process, suggesting that during the first
thirty years of the Virginia colony five of every six persons died. They
blamed the brackish drinking water and the agues prevalent in the marshes,
and a recent study suggests that malaria may have indeed been responsible
9for the phenomenal Chesapeake mortality rate.
Governor Berkeley gave a more conservative estimate of early
mortality at one out of five, and assured the Commissioners of the
Plantations that by I67I the high rate of mortality had declined, even
10among new arrivals. Edmund S. Morgan speculates that the seasoning
VThomas J. Wertenbaker, The Planters of Colonial Virginia (Prince­
ton, N.J., 1928), 130-132.
^Russell R. Menard, "Immigrants and Their Increase: The Process
of Population Growth in Early Colonial Maryland,” revision of a paper presented 
to the Hall of Records' Conference in Maryland History, June 1'97^ •
^Philip Alexander Bruce, Economic History of Virginia in the Seven- 
teenth Century (New York, I896), I, 13^. Darrett B. and Anita H. Rutman,
"Of Agues and Fevers: Malaria in the Early Chesapeake,” William and Mary 
Quarterly, Id Bex., XXXIII (1976).
^Bruce, Economic History, I, 139*
11process became less traumatic during the 164-Os. Life tables generated by
Lorena S. Walsh and Russell R. Menard indicate that men who immigrated
during the middle decades of the seventeenth century, survived their
seasoning, and reached age twenty-two could expect to die in their early
12forties, a mortality considerably higher than New England levels.
High mortality and attendant high morbidity were the most 
conspicuous factors in the failure of the Chesapeake population to main­
tain itself, but there were also more subtle factors mitigating against 
natural increase. Immigrants to the Chesapeake were mostly young men.
Irene W.D. Hecht's analysis of the 1624-/5 Virginia muster shows that the 
Jamestown population was three quarters European males under thirty.
Because the initial population was so youthful and predominantly male,
families did not play the part in peopling the colony that they did in 
13New England.
The imbalanced sex ratio persisted in the Chesapeake until the
early eighteenth century when the native-born began to predominate in the
population. As surveys of headrights and immigrant lists show, men
outnumbered women in the Chesapeake two and a half or three to one
during the heaviest migration between the late 164-Os and the late 1670s.
This ratio was an improvement over earlier periods. In New England a 
_
Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Freedom; The 
Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975), 180.
l^Lorena S. Walsh and Russell R. Menard, "Death in the Chesapeake
Two Life Tables for Men in Early Colonial Maryland, " Md.Hist.Mag., LXIX
(197*0 , 211-227.
^Irene W.D. Hecht, "The Virginia Muster of 1624-/5 as a Source
for Demographic History, " WMQ, 3<i Ser. , XXX (1973)» 65-92.
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sample of 17 per cent of the immigrants "between 1620 and 164-0 showed that
14-the sex ratio was only one and a half to one.
The shortage of women in the population caused many men to 
remain single or to delay marriage. But marriage patterns in the Chesa­
peake maximized the opportunity for marriage "beyond the limits suggested 
by the sex ratio. Women were more likely to survive marriages and more 
likely to remarry. Although servants were unable to marry while completing 
their terms and age at marriage was generally high, age differences between 
men and women increased men’s chances to marry.
Late age at marriage reduced the potential for large families 
in the Chesapeake, and high mortality and sexual imbalance further 
reduced the opportunity for a normal family life. Death cut short the 
childbearing years, reduced the number of children surviving to adulthood, 
and left many children without living parents. In combination with the 
late marriage age and the sex ratio, high mortality acted to prevent 
natural increase in the Chesapeake population.
When the tobacco trade began to stagnate in the 1680s, emigration 
became a substantive part of the problem of growth in the Chesapeake.
Newly freed men left the tobacco lands in search of opportunities.
Some moved westward into the farming lands of the Shenandoah Valley, 
others to Pennsylvania, the Jerseys, and the Carolinas.
This migration and the declining number of servants being 
imported during the depression reduced the proportion of immigrants in 
the population. As the native-born population began replacing the immi­
grant, the characteristics of the‘population as a whole changed. Children
1^Herbert Moller, "Sex Composition and Correlated Culture Pat­
terns of Colonial America," WMQ, Jd Ser. , II (194-5)i H 3 -153*
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born of immigrant parents were almost equally male 'and. female, and as 
they grew to adulthood, the sex ratio improved. These children were 
also better adapted to the disease environment and enjoyed longer 
lives. They could marry younger and have more children. Mortality was 
still high and the sex ratio still unbalanced, but a native-born popu­
lation began to emerge in the last quarter of the century and to change 
the profile.of the population. After the turn of the century, similar
changes occurred in the slave population that altered its composition
15
despite continued high immigration and male predominance.
Somewhere near the turn of the-century, the Chesapeake made 
the transition from an immigrant to a native-born society, from a 
frontier to a provincial society. The characteristics of the immigrant 
population--high mortality and morbidity, late age at marriage, and sexual 
imbalance— were replaced by the characteristics of a native population—  
lower rates of mortality and morbidity, earlier marriages, and sexual 
balance.
These demographic changes had widespread ramifications. Family
life was less apt to be interrupted by parental or infantile death so
parents were able to take a more active role in their childrens’ lives.
Men were able to accumulate, property and to transfer it without the
complications of childlessness, intricate stepfamilies, and heirs in
their minority. Social and political institutions had stability and con- 
16tinuity. But, most important for our purposes, these changes created a
^Russell R. Menard, "The Maryland Slave Population, I658 to 
1730: A Demographic Profile of Blacks in Four Counties, " WMQ, Ser. ,
XXXII (1975), 29-54'.
^Walsh and Menard, "Death in the Chesapeake," Md.Hist.Mag.,
LXIX (1974'), 211-227 and Lorena S. Walsh, "’Till Death Us Do Part’: 
Marriage and Family in Maryland in the Seventeenth Century," paper 
presented at the 32nd Conference in Early American History, Nov. 1974.
population capable of sustained reproductive increase.
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Demographic measures taken in certain counties in Virginia and 
Maryland have contributed the bases for this picture of the Chesapeake.
But how typical is this picture? Would demographic measures taken in 
the Northern Neck reveal that it, too, was an immigrant society in the 
seventeenth century? Certainly there are reasons to assume that the 
Northern Neck was similar to the rest of Chesapeake society. Regional 
participation in the tobacco economy and the subsequent acceptance of 
large-scale importation of labor provided a fundamental similarity. 
Measures of growth in the Northern Neck generated a pattern of population 
increase parallel to those of Virginia and Maryland as a whole, suggesting 
that the components of growth were also similar. Certainly, differences
occur from region to region and county to county, but these may be
/
differences of degree and time rather than of substance.
Some evidence can be collected for the Northern Neck, but the
sources are severely limited. The primary record of births, deaths, and
marriages in colonial Virginia was the parish register. The register was
kept by the parish clerk or by the rector himself as a record of the vital
events of the community, usually defined as baptisms, marriages, and
burials. Registration of births and deaths was legally required by the
colony, and failure to register was punishable by a fine. Marriages
17were even more strictly regulated by a system of fees and fines.
Despite these requirements, colonial Virginia registers are
notoriously incomplete. A complete register would have at least a
combined total of fifty births and deaths per thousand in the population
l7William Waller Hening, comp., The Statutes at Large, IV 
(Richmond, Va., 1820), 42-^4.
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and be continuous for at least forty years. With a complete register crude 
birth and death rates could be calculated, and significant demographic 
measures could be taken.
There are only three extant parish registers for the colonial 
IfertbernNeck, from North Farnham Parish in Richmond County and from Over- 
wharton and St. Paul's Parishes in Stafford County. The registers of 
North Farnham and Overwharton lack the necessary continuity, while the 
register of St. Paul's severely underrepresents the births and deaths 
in the population. Of 887 marriages recorded in St. Paul's for the 
period 1715~1779> only 196 had children attributed to them. Although 
the incompleteness of the births and deaths limits the fullness of family 
reconstitution and the statistical significance of the demographic 
measures taken, some families in St. Paul's Parish can be reconstituted 
and some measures can be taken in an effort to compare the Northern Neck 
to the rest of Chesapeake society.
Each reconstitution begins with a marriage. George H.S. King, 
transcriber and publisher of all three registers, arranged the names 
alphabetically by family and within the family by year with a marginal 
note as to the event. This information can be readily transferred onto 
family reconstitiution forms listing the mother and father, all registered 
children, and all available information about births, marriages, and 
deaths involving those members of the family. By filling out the forms, 
one per marriage, as completely as possible, certain demographic measures 
can be taken and tested for significance against the sample size. In this 
way data from pre-census societies can provide information about age at 
marriage, length of marriage and widowhood, incidence of remarriage, 
age at death, number and sex of children, interval between births,
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infant mortality, bridal pregnancy, etc.
Unfortunately, this information is limited to the white popu­
lation. Slave births included in the original register for tax purposes 
were excluded from King's transcriptions, and marriages and deaths were 
presumably excluded altogether.
Genealogies are a second major source of demographic indexes.
A good genealogy dating births, marriages, and deaths for all family 
members can be extracted quickly onto a form similar to the family 
reconstitution form. If the genealogist is reliable, his work substitutes 
for the more time-consuming process of reconstructing families from vital 
records. Measures taken from genealogical extractions can be taken with 
significant populations in place of, or supplementing, a good parish 
register.
However, there are several caveats. First, there is no certain 
way of knowing how representative one family's genealogy is of the popu­
lation as a whole. This problem is particularly apparent in countries 
where class distinctions reveal different demographic characteristics 
which is probably not a problem in the Chesapeake. However, it may be that 
in the Chesapeake families that span the entire colonial period acquire 
characteristics of native-born populations and distort the profile of the 
larger immigrant population.
Second', genealogists vary in their accuracy. Distortions are 
easily possible if the researcher is unfamilar with recordkeeping or 
unable to distinguish men of the same name or if he is excessively 
devoted to glorifying family origins. Finally, good genealogies depend 
on good vital records. In an area like the Northern Neck whsre the only 
parish registers extant are miserably incomplete, full genealogies would
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be suspect. Certainly information can be obtained from other sources 
such as wills, depositions, and family papers, but the basic sources 
are inadequate. Furthermore, the genealogies that do exist for the 
Northern Neck are likely to be based on information derived from the 
three extant parish registers and extraction would result in double 
counting unless careful comparison were made with the reconstitution 
forms.
When'parish registers and genealogies are full, they can be 
used as the basis for prosopographic studies like the Rutmans' study 
of Middlesex County, Virginia. References from probates' inventories,
i
and all other county records can then be broken down to complete a 
biography on as many residents as possible. Considering the limits of 
the basic reconstitution records for the Northern Neck counties and the 
scope of this study, the biographical method has not been used and other 
records have not been investigated to extract demographic measures.
This decision artificially limits the amount of available data for the 
region and places a heavy reliance on data from other Chesapeake studies. 
The only reliable measures the St. Paul’s reconstitution yielded were 
age at marriage and bridal pregnancy between 1721 and 1790.
The limitations are particularly apparent in discussing the 
black population. Investigations of probate records in Maryland counties 
have uncovered lists of household members that reveal much about the makeup 
of the slave population. In lieu of a detailed examination of probates, 
a brief examination of the censuses of 1755 a^d 1790 has been made.
Because the 1755 Virginia census does not include a breakdown of the 
population by age, the Maryland breakdown for the same year has been used. 
This reveals that 49-3 per cent of the white population and 52.1 per cent
of the black population were children under sixteen. Census figures in 
1790 show little change in the breakdown of the white population by age 
but reflect a slight change in the sex distribution that is somewhat 
closer to the biological norm. In 1790 only total population figures 
are available for the black population in both Virginia and Maryland.
TABLE I. DISTRIBUTION IN THE BLACK AND WHITE POPULATIONS
White Black
Male Female Under 16 Adult Under 16
1755 Maryland 26.3 23-8 49-3 ^6.1 52.1
1790 NorthernNeck 24.8 25.6 49-5 ---  ---
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, A Century of Population Growth (Washing­
ton,D.C., 1909).
The breakdown of the population attests to the regularity of
Chesapeake society in the middle of the eighteenth century. The high
proportion of men in the seventeenth-century immigrant population had
decreased as the children born to immigrant parents grew to adulthood in
virtually equal percentages of male and female. Freed from the confines
of indenture, but living within a still predominantly male society, the
first native-born women married younger than their mothers and consequently
could bear more children. Declining mortality and morbidity among the
native-born increased their chances for survival into adulthood and beyond.
Governor Gooch, answering in 1730 queries from the Board of
Trade, noted the increase in the population and attributed it to "the
great number of Negroes and white Servants imported since the Year 1720
together with the early Marriages of the Youth, and prolifick Temperament
* 18of the Women both White and Black." Gooch's evaluation of the situation 
was not inaccurate.
loMajor Gooch to the Board of Trade, Answers to Queries, July 23>
1730, co 5: 1322.
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Importations, especially of slaves, continued to be high in the 
1720s and age at marriage fell below seventeenth-century immigrant levels 
to compensate for the still-unbalanced sex ratio. As data from Somerset 
County, Maryland indicate, the age at marriage for native-born women had 
dropped radically below the level for Immigrant women. The drop in marital 
age among native-born males was not as precipitious owing to the sex 
ratio but sharp enough to indicate a difference between the immigrant 
and the native-born populations.
TABLE II. AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE IN SOMERSET COUNTY, MARYLAND
Immigrants born 1620-1658a 
Natives born 1648-1669a 
Natives born 1670-1711? 
Natives born 1700-1740° 
Natives born 1741-1780
Males
29.2 (N=32)
23.1 (N=30) 
22.8 (N=24)
24.1 (N=25) 
24.7 (N=56)
Females 
24.7 (N=ll) 
16.3 (N=44)
17.0 (N=32)
19.0 (N=13)
21.1 (N=54)
Sources: a— Russell R. Menard, "The Demography of Somerset County, Maryland:
A Preliminary Report,” Paper presented at the Stony Brook Con­
ference on Social History, June 1973* 
b— Michael James Kelly, "Family Reconstitution of Stepney Parish, 
Somerset County, Maryland,” (M.A. thesis, University of Maryland,
1970).
Immigrants married late, in the European fashion, because of the 
imbalance in the sex ratio and their servant status. When the first 
of the native-born population grew to marital age, they were able to marry 
younger because there were fewer obstacles in their paths. Among this 
generation, as among immigrants, there were few parents able to exert 
influence over their children's marriages as New England parents of the 
same period did. When high mortality and sexual imbalance still characterized 
the increasingly native-born society, age at marriage reached-its lowest.
Even living parents probably did not prohibit early marriages in a society 
with a shortage of women and children.
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By 1730 when Governor Gooch made his report, age at marriage had 
actually begun to increase in the Chesapeake although it was still low by 
European or New England standards. High marital age in New England has 
been attributed to a greater degree of.parental control over children. 
Fathers, seeking to consolidate landholdings were supposed to have master­
minded marriages and restrained their sons from leaving the land by with-
19holding inheritances. Although women generally married according to their 
birth order and few remained single throughout their lifetimes, their 
marriage patterns seem to be more a function of the sex ratio than of 
parental control. The gap between male and female age at marriage 
decreased in the Chesapeake over the course of the eighteenth century as 
the^sex ratio became more equal.
Data from the St. Paul's Parish reconstitution project combined 
with the early Somerset County data indicate that the sex ratio had 
probably reached a balance by the middle of the eighteenth century when 
marital age for women began to increase.
TABLE III. AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE FOR THOSE MARRYING IN ST. PAUL'S, 1731-1790 
Marriage Cohort Men Women
1731-1740 19.5 (N=l) 18.1 (n=io)
1741-1750 22.2 (N=17) 17.5 (N=27)
1751-1760 22.9 (N=23) 19-2 (N=35)
1761-1770 23.3 (N=21) 20.7 (N=27)
1771-1780 25.8 (N=17) 21.7 (N=13)
1781-1790 25.7 (N=13) 21.8 (N=15)
Source: From data extracted from George H.S. King, comp., The Register
of St. Paul's Parish 1715-1798 (Fredericksburg, Va~ i960).
The St. Paul's figures are based on a sample, of 92 males and 127 females
^Daniel Scott Smith, "Parental Power and Marriage Patterns: 
An Analysis of Historical Trends in Hingham, Massachusetts, Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, XXX (1973), 419-428.
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marrying from 1731-1790. Differences between the Maryland and Virginia 
figures probably result from sample sizes and are unimportant compared to 
the similarity the trends show. Comparison to the Hingham, Massachusetts 
figures of Daniel Scott Smith reveal that the Chesapeake was becoming 
more like New England as the eighteenth century progressed and the 
immigrant characteristics disappeared from its population.
TABLE IV. AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE FOR THOSE MARRYING IN HINGHAM, 1641-1800
Marriage Cohort Men Women
Before 1691 27.4 (N=77) 22.0 (N=97)
1691-1715 28.4 (N=76) 24.7 (N=84)
1716-1740 27.0 (N=125) 23.8 (N=157)
1741-1760 26.0 (N=117) 22.8 (N=135)
1761-1780 24.6 (N=126) 23.5 (N=155)
1781-1800 26.4 (N=159) 23-7 (N=188)
Source: Daniel Scott Smith, "Population, Family and Society in Hingham,
Massachusetts, 1635-1880" (Unpublished Diss., University of 
California, Berkeley, 1972).
Governor Gooch noted in his 1736 and 1749 reports "the Aptness 
of the Female for Generation." Considering that age at marriage was rising 
steadily during the eighteenth century, and that high age at marriage 
cut severely into the childbearing years, it must be assumed that 
Gooch was either unaware of the colonial trend toward smaller family, 
sizes or was comparing colonial families to the even smaller European 
families. Although the distinction would have been difficult to note 
without some sort of census data, average family size had begun a decline 
in the colonies from somewhere near eight children per family in the 
seventeenth century to about six children by the end of the eighteenth. 
European family sizes seem to have remained constant over the period at
4-7
20between four and five children.
There is no available evidence on family size in St. Paul's
Parish, but there is a measure of bridal pregnancy. Bridal pregnancy,
more dramatically than the rise in legitimate and illegitimate births,
demonstrates the breakdown in parental control and the introduction of
more informal courtship patterns. John Demos attributed the marked
increase in Bristol, Rhode Island bridal pregnancy in the century 1680
to 1780 to decreasing parental control and correlated it to the cessa-
21tion of public prosecution for fornication.
Data collected by Menard show that immigrant women and native-born 
women without living fathers were more apt to be pregnant at marriage than
those women under the supervision of parents.
TABLE V. BRIDAL PREGNANCY AMONG NATIVES AND .IMMIGRANTS
N All first marriages Within 24- mths Within 36
Natives 56 19-6$ 22.4$ 25*6$
Immigrants3, 111 3 0.6$ 33*0% 37. *4$
cLImmigrants includes 86 unknowns who were in all likelihood immigrants.
Source: Figures for women marrying from 1665-1694- in Somerset County,
Maryland from unpublished research by Russell R. Menard.
TABLE VI. BRIDAL PREGNANCY AMONG NATIVE WOMEN
Number Percent
Fathers living at marriage 28 14-.3
Fathers dead at marriage 20 25*0
Source: Figures for women marrying between I665 a,nd 1694- in Somerset County,
Maryland from unpublished research by Russell R. Menard.
Bridal pregnancy has been calculated for St.Paul's by decades
20paniel Scott Smith, "The Demographic History of Colonial New 
England, " Journal of Economic History, XXXII.(1972), 177 a.nd Robert V. Wells,
"Quaker Marriage Patterns in a Colonial Perspective," WMQ, 3d Ser., XXIX 
(1972), 4-38.
John Demos, "Families in Colonial Bristol, Rhode Island: An
Exercise in Historical Demography," WMQ, 3d- Ser., XXV (I968), 56.
mths
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from 1721 to 1770* The standard is births occurring within 8.5 months of 
marriage. Each of the 294 families with registered children is included 
in the sample. In each case the date of marriage has been subtracted 
from the date of birth of the first child registered to the parents. 
Because many of the births occurring within the first five years of 
marriage are not likely to be actual first births but first registered 
births and actual second births where the first child may have died 
too soon to be registered, first registered births have been divided 
into those occurring within 24 months and within 36 months. Twenty-four 
months is thus the minimum time before a'second birth could occur if the 
first child died and lactation followed. After that point, it is even 
more likely, considering the generally high birth rate after marriage,
that births registered are actually hidden second births.
TABLE VII. RATE OF BRIDAL PREGNANCY IN ST. PAUL’S PARISH, STAFFORD COUNTY
Marriage
Cohort
Within 60 
%
mths
N
Within 24 mths 
% N
Within 36 mths 
% N
1721-1730 5.5 73 14.3 28 9.1 44
1731-1740 19.7 66 27.7 47 23.2 56
1741-1750 17.5 63 22.9 48 22.9 48
1751-17.60 19.2 52 34.5 29 27.8 36
1761-1770 10.0 30 21.4 14 14.3 21
8.5 month standard
Source: Compiled from data from George H.S. King, comp., The Register
of St. Paulfs Parish 1715-1798 (Fredericksburg, Va., i960).
Bridal pregnancy figures for Kingston Parish, Virginia and Step­
ney Parish, Maryland show that eighteenth-century Chesapeake bridal preg­
nancy rates were significantly lower than New England rates. Unadjusted 
(all first births within 60 months of marriage) St. Paul's figures verify 
this finding and the general increase after the first quarter of the century.
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TABLE VIII. RATE OF BRIDAL PREGNANCY IN THE CHESAPEAKE
1 2 Kingston Parish, Va. Stepney Parish, Md.
1700-1730 8.3$
17^9-1760 13.9^  1731-1760 ii.5#
1761-1770 19.7£ 1761-1790 21.0J8
1771-1780 17.5^
8 month standard.
Sources: 1. Figures from Daniel Scott Smith and Michael S. Hindus on
Kingston Parish, Gloucester and Matthews County, Va. in 
"PremaritalPregnancy in America 1640-1971: An Overview
and Interpretation," Journal of Interdisciplinary History,
V (1975), 537-570.
2. Michael James Kelly, "Family Reconstitution of Stepney Parish, 
Somerset County, Maryland" (M.A.thesis, University of Maryland, 
1970), 26.
Adjusted St. Paul’s figures generate much higher Chesapeake 
rates, however. Part of the difference can be attributed to the higher 
standard used for St. Paul’s. If the other figures have not been adjusted, 
the basic Chesapeake figures are compatible with each other and signi­
ficantly different from the New England data. If the New England data 
have been adjusted, the differences between the Chesapeake and the North 
are minimized.
TABLE IX. RATE OF BRIDAL PREGNANCY IN NEW ENGLAND
Hingha.m, Mass. Watertown, Mass.
1710-1720 8.1# 15.8#
1721-1740 10.1# 17.7#
1741-1760 18.0# 19.1#
1761-1780 28.2# 2 2.3%
1781-1800 31.0# 22.6#
8 month standard.
Source: From Daniel Scott Smith and Michael S. Hindus, "Premarital Preg­
nancy in America 1640-1971: An Overview and Interpretation,"
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, V (1975)» 537-570*
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Presuming the figures to be uniformly unadjusted, the data 
reveal increasing bridal pregnancy in both New England and the Chesa­
peake. In the Chesapeake the figures are highest after the middle of 
the eighteenth century, when marital age is still low and family size 
high. High immigrant bridal pregnancy rates influenced by the absence 
of societal control and parental restrictions gave way to lower native- 
born bridal pregnancy rates in the early eighteenth century. When the 
rates began to increase again, the increase occurred when more parents 
were alive to exert influence over their children's marriages. The 
increase seems to be independent of changes in parental control like those 
posited for New England. The bridal pregnancy rate may simply have 
been a function of the equalization of the sex ratio and societal 
condonance of the desire to marry that had been thwarted for so long 
by the sex ratio.
Although few demographic measures could be made using data 
specifically from the Northern Neck,* regional social and economic 
similarities asserted themselves and allowed extrapolation from other 
Chesapeake studies to the Northern Neck. These Chesapeake studies show 
that the region, an immigrant society with special demographic 
characteristics in the seventeenth century, had begun to share the 
demographic experience of New England in the eighteenth century.
The resources for local population study were more 
plentiful on the aggregate level. The county-by-county pattern of 
growth for the Northern Neck paralleled the regional growth rates for 
Virginia and Maryland, and with them, responded in the short-run to 
fluctuations in the seventeenth-century tobacco market.
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In the long-run, however, the pattern of growth in the frontier 
counties of the Northern Neck was so similar to the pattern of growth in 
other frontier societies in America before the nineteenth century that 
it was posited that the components of growth in all these regions 
would be similar. Clearly, New England and the Chesapeake were different 
types of frontier societies in the seventeenth century. New England was 
typified by stable family units living in a region with comparatively 
low mortality and morbidity and a nearly-balanced sex ratio. The New 
England response to the frontier may have been a lowering of the age at 
marriage and an increase in the size of the family. The Chesapeake was 
an immigrant society that failed to reproduce itself naturally because 
of continuing high levels of mortality and morbidity, sexual imbalance, 
and late ages at marriage. These demographic differences influenced the 
type of society that emerged in each region, but they apparently failed 
to influence the actual pattern of growth: that was homeostatic.
CONCLUSIONS
This study of population growth in the Northern Neck was begun 
for two reasons. First, to examine the source material and see what 
could be done with population history on the local level. And second, 
to see how population behavior in this society's frontier period 
compared to behavior in other frontier societies, particularly the rest 
of the Chesapeake and New England.
For local population study the most valuable source was the 
county court record book kept by every Virginia county. These books 
contained counts of tithables taken before each annual county levy.
These tithable figures provided an index of population growth in the 
region which could be multiplied to arrive at tenative total population 
figures. Although few of the eleven counties had uninterrupted series 
of tithable lists, there were enough figures so that countywide growth 
curves could be plotted. These individual curves were grouped according 
to the time of county formation and compared to a regional growth curve 
plotted from those years in which all counties reported their taxable 
populations.
The growth curves showed a distinctive pattern which was reiterated 
in the growth curves of Virginia and Maryland and in patterns from other 
frontier communities: growth was extremely rapid at first and slowed to
a steady 1.5 to 2 per cent. Logically this pattern suggests initial high 
rates of immigration that drop off until the population can'sustain itself
*
by natural increase. It also suggests that similarities in growth patterns
reflect underlying similarities in population structure. However, this
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proved, not to be the case. Despite the correspondance in long-term 
growth patterns, the Chesapeake population differed radically from the 
colonial New England population. Short-run fluctuations in the growth 
curve h Id the key to the fundamental difference between the Chesapeake 
and New England: the Chesapeake was dependent upon immigration for its
growth over most of the seventeenth century. The rate of immigration, 
in turn, was dependent on the state of the European tobacco market, as 
comparison to the tobacco cycle showed. When tobacco was profitable, 
labor was purchased to work the Chesapeake plantations and population 
grew. When the bottom dropped out of the market, no new laborers 
immigrated to the region and population decreased.
The closeness of this relationship indicates that natural 
increase was not able to sustain a positive growth rate when the level 
of immigration fell. When the fluctuations virtually disappear in the 
eighteenth century, it is safe to assume that the economy had become 
more independent and that immigration was no longer sustaining the 
growth rate.
Land grants and lists of immigrants analyzed by Wesley Frank 
Craven and others verify the declining levels of immigration into the 
Chesapeake. County-by-county measures taken from register books describe 
the changes in family structure that interacted with declining immigration 
in the dynamic of population increase. Together they show that sometime, 
late in the seventeenth century, the population of the Chesapeake changed 
its demographic profile.
Unfortunately parish registers for the Northern Neck were too 
incomplete to contidbute much to the picture of family structure in the 
region. If a more time-consuming process of prosopography had been 
undertaken, more could have been shown. However, such a study would be
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most worthwhile when begun with a good parish register, and material 
from other counties sharing the determining factor of the tobacco 
economy can be extrapolated from.
This material shows radical transformations in the makeup of 
the population over the colonial period. Immigrant lists show that 
seventeenth century newcomers were overwhelmingly males. These immi­
grants suffered abnormally high mortality rates, which coupled with 
the imbalanced sex ratio, reduced the ability of the population to 
reproduce itself. Ironically, busts in the tobacco market which stopped 
tHe influx of immigrants may have allowed the community to build its 
immunity to disease and therefore to increase its chances for repro­
duction. Native-born children were equally male and female and generally 
healthier than their immigrant parents. These children would marry 
younger, live longer, and have more children. Gradually the population 
would become predominately native-born. At that point it began to look 
like New England inside and out. Its aggregate pattern of growth was 
the steady 1.5 to 2 per cent which connotes natural increase, a,nd its 
sex ratio, marital age, and mortality rate paralleled New England's.
This comparison suggests that there are multiple patterns of 
population structure underlying apparently homeostatic aggregate patterns. 
One underlying pattern is the Chesapeake immigrant society, one the 
large New England family, and there may be others. These patterns 
enjoy an intricate relationship to population growth that has yet to 
be defined clearly. They may be responses to the frontier situation 
itself: large families in New England and large.rates of immigration to
the Chesapeake may have served the same purpose by providing a starter 
population of considerable size. The patterns are also linked to the 
receptivity of the new environment and to prior commitments to particular
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economic and social systems. How populations adjust themselves to a 
pattern that seems to be homeostatic remains puzzling.
Additional research may show the relationship between aggregate 
population growth and the structure of the population. But local studies, 
at least in Virginia, must begin with good extant local records. These, 
sadly, are rare, and a few studies may have to be relied on to portray 
regional characteristics. When enough is known about the economy and 
society in which the community is set, these extrapolations can more 
readily be made. The Chesapeake and New England have benefited from 
in depth study; now the gaps will be filled in.and studies of the Far 
South and the Caribbean will be put into play for further comparisons.
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APPENDIX B
TAXABLE POPULATION PER PARISH
Wicomico Parish 
Northumberland County
484
537
575
563
526
506
551
541
558
563
546
571
531
578
636
632
652
66 8 
589
729
723
725
762
759
760 
745 
748 
764 
796 
859 
878
910
Christ Church Parish 
Lancaster County
712
736
721
Dettingen Parish 
Prince William County
59
6o
Wicomico Parish Christ Church Parish Dettingen Parish
Northumberland County Lancaster County Prince William County
W 5 718 977
1746 937 717 975
1747 944 714 1041
1748 921
1749 985 713 11.05
1750 979 709 1141
1751 912 686 1080
1752 973 692 U55
1753 985 723 1243
1754 1007 1307
1755 964 12 77
1756 1028 1268
1757 1028 1263
1758 1015 1276
1759 1024 1614 1327
1760 1063 1287
1761 1114 1299
1762 1116 1232
1763 1121 1641 14 55
1764 1120 1651 1348
1765 1160 1619 1410
1766 1114
1767 1146 1708 1495
1768 1163 1682
1769 1211 1724 1707
1770 1158 1749 1774
1771 1198 1837.
1772 1174 1883
1773 1172 1880 1935
1774 1159 1889 2017
1775 1864
1776 II89 1862 1950
1777 1075 1771 2001
1778 1011 1675 1887
1779 1661 1788
1780 1834
1781 963 1723 1907
1782 1061 1691 1912
1783 930 1873
1784 968 1736 2065
1785 932 1781 2063
Sources: Vestry books of Wicomico Parish, 1703-1795; Christ Church Parish,
1739-1788; and Dettingen Parish, 1739-1788 at Virginia State Library, 
Richmond, Virginia.
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